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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of tliis application is respect&Uy requested in view of (he 
claim aracndmcnts and following rcmaifcs- claims 1, 2, 7-9, 12, 1 6, 17, 1 9, 21 , 23, 25, 30, 
31, and 34 have been ajnended. Claim 22 has been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer 
of tile subject matter therein. Claims 1-21 and 23-24 are currcntty pending, of which claims 
1, 9, 17, 25 and 30 arc independent 

No new matter has been introduced by way of the claim amendments; entry thereof is 
therefore respectfiilly requested* 

The specification was objected because i;he Abstract allesedly does not contain a 
concise statement of the technical disclosure of the patent 

Claims 1-10, 12-21, and 25-34 were rqectcd under US,C §101 for allegedly being 
directed to non-statutoiy subject matter. 

Claims 1, 4-6, S, 1 2-t 5, 1 9, 21 , 24, 29, 30, 33, and 34 were rejected under U-S,C. 
§1 02(b) OS allegedly being anticipated by Adlcr ct al. (6,138,130), 

Claims 2, 3, 7, 9-11,1 6-1 8, 20, 22, 23, 25-28, 3 1 , and 32 were rejected under U-S-C- 
§ 1 03(a) as all^edly being unpatentable over Adler et al. in view of Usiung et al. 
(20030144746). 

Drawings 

The indication that the drawings submitted on October 3 1 , 2006 have been accepted 
is noted with appreciation. 
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Obioction to Abstract 

The OfiBcc Action alleges that the Abstract is nol a concise statement of the technical 
disclosure oFthe patent merely because 'St simply restates the limitations of claim L** It is 
respectfully submitted that is because of the xisc of claim 1 language in the Abstract that 
the latter provides a concise statement of the technical disclosixre of the patent* Indeed* 
MPEP 21 73 states. 

The primary purpose of this requirement of dcfinitcncss of claim language is to 
ensure that tiie scope of the claims is clear so the public is informed of the boundaries 
of what constitutes infringement of the patent A secondary purpose is to provide a 
clear meast^e cfMfhai applicants regard as the invention so that it can be determined 
whether the claimed invention meets all the criteria for patentability and whether the 
specification meets the criteria of 35 U,S.C 1 1 2, first paragraph with respect to the 
claimed invcniiorL (Emphasis added). 

It is respectfully submitted that claim 1 must have satisfied the above requirements 
because it was not rejected under 35 U.S.C §1 12. Tlierefore» the iangaagc of claim 1 must 
have provided a "clear measure of what applicants regard as tbeinvcndon/* and such 
language - in turn - can be used in the Absbtict to provide a "concise statement of the 
technical disclosure of the patent'' Ftmheimore, nowhere in the MPiEP is there a 
requirement that the language of the Abstract cannot include language in other ports of the 
present disclosure. Accordingly^ it is ret^ectfitlly submitted that the objecdon to the Abstract 
is without basis, and withdrawal of such an objecdon is respectfully requested. 

Claim Refection Undcr_3S:U.SX. S^l 01 

Claims 1-10, 12-21, and 25-34 have been rqcctcd for allegedly being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter because "the method does nothing with the processed data that 
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produces a concrete, useful and tangible result, such as displaying a spreadsheet,^ (See 
Office Action, p, 3), 

In tiie interest of expediting the prosecution of this application, claim 1 has been 
amended as suggested by the Office Action to further xecitc ^^enabHng a display of the 
dcctronic spreadsheet*.,'" in order to overcome the rejection under 35 U.S,C. §101. 
Therefore, withdrawal of this rejection for claims 1-8 is respectfully requested. 

It should be noted that claim S» as originally presented^ recites 'the spreadsheet 
progrmn is opensible to display the at least a portion of the data at the location" to show a 
concrete, useful and tangible result as required by the Office Action. Yet, Ihc OHice Action 
also refects claim 5 under 35 U*$.C, §101 in contradiction with the requirements set forth in 
die OfRce Action for ovisrcoming such a refection. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted 
that the rejection of claim 5 under 35 U«S«C §101 should be withdrawn to avoid any 
inconsistency in the Office Actioiu 

It should be noted that claims 9 and 25 also recite data "^operable to be displayed in 
one or more of the locations in the dectronic spreadsheet^^ and claim 17 also redtcs data 
displaying at Ihe *Mcsienatcd locations te die electronic sfpreadsheet" Thus, claims 9, 1 7, 
and 25 also satisfy the requirements under 35 U.S.C §1 01 as set fordi by the Office Action. 
Indeed, the Interim Guidelines for Subject Matter Eli^Hity, as posted by the USPTO on its 
website» *^a usefiil, concrete and tangible result must be dfher spedfically recited in the claim 
or flow inhercntiy therefirom'* and ''[t]o flow inhercntiy therefrom^ it must occur.^* It is 
respectfully fully submitted that die useful, concrete and tang^le result is spedfically recited 
in the claim by way of data being displayed in the electronic spreadsheet, whidi provides 
viewers with information about the locations of the sensors from which the data oiigmflte. 
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Additionally^ a usdul, concrete and tangible result in the fonn of a display of the spreadsheet 
flows iiihcrcntly fiom the claim, the display of the electronic spreadsheet must occur, 
because it is the reason for displaying data in the spreadsheet Accordingly, witlidrawal of 
the rejection of claims 9^12, 10-21, and 25-29 under 35 U.S*C §101 isrc^cctfuUy 
requested, 

R^^ording claim 30» once again, the Interim Guidelines for Subject Matter Eligibility, 
as posted on the USPTO website, clearly states ^Afunctional descriptive material [such as 
computer programs, instructions, codes in combination with an appropriate computer 
readable medium ... is patent eligible subject matter if it is capable of producing a useful, 
coacrctCy and tangible result when used in Hic computer system.'* It is rcspcctfiiUy submitted 
that the uselu], concrete and tangt*ble result in claim 30 is the determination of a location in 
the electronic spreadsheet ""based on the location information for tlie data source.'* (Compare 
withInrcLowiy32 USPQ2d 1031 where a memory with a data structure that increased 
computing efiicicncy was patentable, as cited in Interim Guidelines), Accordingly, 
withdntwa] of the rejection of claims 30-34 are respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejection Under 3S_TJ,S,C-_&1 02 

The test for dctcmiining if a reference anticipates a claim, for purposes of a rejection 
under 35 U,S,C, § 1 02, is whether the reference discloses all the elements of the claimed 
combination, or the mechanical equivalents thereof functioning in substantially the same way 
to produce substantially the same results. As noted by the Court of Appeals for the Federal 
Circuit in Lindemann Maschinenjabrick Gmbffv, American Hoist and Derrick Co.^ 22) 
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USPQ 481, 485 (Fed, Cir. 1984), in evaluating the sufficiency of on antidpation rejection 

under 35 U»S.C. § 1 02, the Court crtated: 

Anticipation requires the prcscncc in a single prior art 
reference disclosure of each and every element of the clainicd 
invention, arranged as in the claim. 

Therefore* if the cited reference does not disclose each and cveiy clement of the 
claimed invention, then the cited reference fails to anticipate the claimed invention and, thus, 
the claimed tnvendon is distinguishable over the cited reference. 

Claims 1, 4-6, 8, 12-lS, 19, 21, 24, 29, 30, 33, and 34 were rqcctcd under US.C 
§102Cb3 as allegedly being anticipated by Adlcr et al, 

Claims.Land 30 

The Office Action dtcs to col. 13, 11. 20-24 and col 6, 11, 31 -34 in Adler to reject 
claim 1 . However, those dted sections merely describe: a) a computer-based system thot a 
user can employ to access a spreadsheet and input data into uscr-sdcetcd cells through a text 
edit fidd via the input means (<xg,, input or pointing devices) (col. 6, IK 3 1-34); and b) the 
source of the data ibr the objects and formulas to be input to die cdls of the spreadsheet may 
be a computer memory or storage device (col- 13, U- 20-24). Thus, there is no placement of 
data in a spreadsheet that is based on the location information for the data source from 
the data is recdved Indeed, coL 5 11. 52^60 of Adlcr merely discusses the assodation of 
"cadi object and formula with each cell and correspondingly evaluates each formula" and the 
assodation of ^'a result of eadi formula with each cell containing eadi formula opcmting on 
the at least one objecf^ without describing that sudi associadons are based on the location 
information of a data source fiom which the object and formula originate. In contrast, claims 
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1 and 30 clearly recite, ''determining a locatioa in an electronic spreadsheet for placing at 
least a portion of the data based on location infomation for the data source:" (Emphasis 
added). 

Because Adler et al. fails to disclose eacli and cvciy dement of claims 1 and 30, it is 
respectfully submitted that Adlcr ct a]« &ils to anticipate claims 1 and 30. Accordingly, 
claims 1«8 and 30-34 are allowable over the references of record, and withdrawal of their 
rejection is respectfully requested. 

Chim_6 

Claim 6 is further allowable over Adlcr ct al. and the references of record for at least 
the following reasons: 

Claim 6 clearly recites ^calculating a total from data from a data source and data from 
one other data source that is '^physically located*' proximate the data source. Yet, the Office 
Action cites to Adler et al, in col. 1 7, 11. 1 9-20 and 25-29, which merely discusses data in 
various cells within the spreadsheet While such cells may be proximate to each other in Ihe 
spreadsheet and visually appear in the spreadsheet as physicalty proximate to each other, 
such discussion does not shed light on the proxfmiQr of the physical locations of the data 
sources from which data in the various spreadsheet cells originate. 

Claims 12-15 arc dependent claims, based on independent claim 9. Yet, while claims 
1 2-15 were rejected under U.S-C. § 1 02(b) as allegedly being anticipated solely by Adlcr ct 
al., its base claim 9 was refected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) by a required combination of Adler 
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ct al. and Hsiung ct al. It is respectfully submitted that if base daini 9 camiot b« untii;iputed 
by Adler et aIone» it follows iMt its dependent cidnis 1 2-1 5 cannot be anticipated by 
Adier et al. alone eitlicr. Withdrawal of the rejection of claims 12-15 is respectfully 
requested. 

Likewise, claims 1 9, 21 , and 24 are dependent claims based on ind^cndcnt claim 17. 
Yet, while daims 19, 21, and 24 were rejected under U.S.C. §102(b) as allegedly being 
nntidpated solely by Adler et al., its base claim 17 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) by a 
reqtured combination of Adler et aJ. and Msiung et al. It is respectfully submitted that if base 
claim 17 cannot be antidpated by Adler ct al. alone, it follows that its dependent daims 1 9, 
21, and 24 cannot be antidpated by Adler et al. alone dther. Withdrawal of the rejection of 
claims 1 9, 21 , and 24 is respcctfially requested* 

Likewise, daim 29 is a dependent daim based on independent claim 25. Yet, while 
claim 29 was refected under U.$.C. §1 02(b} as allegedly being tmtidpated soldy by Adler et 
al., its base claim 2S was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) by a required combination of 
Adler ct al, and Hsiung ct al. It is respectfully submitted that if base claim 25 cannot be 
antidpated by Adler ct al. alone, it follows that its dependent claim 29 cannot be anticipated 
by Adler ct al. alone dthcr. Wi&drawal of the rqection of daim 29 is respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejection Under 35 U.S.C S^103 

The test for determining if a daim is rendered obvious by one or more references for 

purposes of a regection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 is set forth in MPEP § 706.020): 

To establish r prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria 
must be met Finst, there must be some suggestion or motivation, 
dther in the refercnccss themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference 
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or to combine reference teaehings- Second, there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference 
(or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both 
be found in the prior art and not based on applicant's disclosure. 
In re Vaeck 947 F,2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. CSn 1991). 

Therefore, if the above-identified criteria arc not met, then the cited reference(s) fails 
to render obvious the claimed invention and, thus, the claimed invention is distinguishable 
over the dted reference(s)» 

Claims 2, 3, 7, 9-11, 1 6-1 8, 20, 22, 23, 25-28, 3 1, and 32 were rgected under 
§ 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Adler et al, in view of Hsiung et al« 
(200301 44746), 

Ciaims 2. 3. 7._3L_and 32 

It is respectfiilly submitted that, for at least the reasons set ftirth cariicr, claims 2, 3, 7, 
3 1 and 32 arc not anticipated by Adlcr et ai* In addition, the OfGce Action does not idy 
upon Hsiung et al, to moke up for the dcfideneics in Adlcr et a], with respect to these claims. 
Tndeed» Hsiung et al. makes no mention of any determination of a location in a electronic 
spreadsheet for placement of data that is based on location information of the data source 
from which the data originates. 

Accordingly, claims 2, 3, 7, 3 1, and 32 are allowable over the references of record, 
and withdrawal of the rejection of these claims is respectfully requested. 



PAGE 14/16*RCVDAT5/31/2fl()64:17:42PM (Eastern D^^^^^ 



Mfly-31-E006(WED) 16:08 MRNNflVfl & KflNG, P. C. 



(FflX)703 880 5E70 



P. 0E1/0E2 



PATENT Atty Docket No.: 200313958-1 

App, Ser.No,; 10/697^688 

aaims_9^1L J6^l8. 20. 22. 23..and 25-28 

Independent claims 9, 17, and 25 have been amended to ftirthcr recite the 
determination of locations for data placement in the jsprcadsliect Is based on the (physical) 
locutions of the data sensors. Thus, for at least the reasons set forth eorHer, claims 9-11,1 6- 
1 8, 20, 22, 23, and 25-28 arc not anticipated by Adier et »1. Tn addition, the Office Action 
does not rely upon Hsiung et al, to make up for the deficiencies in Adlcr et al, with respect to 
these claims. Indeed, Hsiung ct al. makes no mention of any determination of a Jocation in a 
electronic spreadsheet for placement of data that is based on location infonnation of the data 
source from which the data originates. 

Accordingly, claims 9-11, 16-18, 20, 22, 23, and 25-28 are allowable over the 
references of record, and withdrawal oFthe rejection of these claims is rcspcctfblly requested. 
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Conclusion 

In light of the tbrcgoisg, withdrawal of the rgcctions of record and allowance of this 
application are earnestly solicited. 

Should the £?Lainincr believe that a telq^hone conference with the undersigned would 
asiidst in resolving any issues pertaining to the allowability of the above-identilied 
application, please contact the undersisned at the telephone number hasted below. Please 
grant any required extensions of time and charge any tees due in connection with this request 
to deposit account no. 08-2025. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Dated: May 31, 2006 



By 




Tiep H. Nguyen 
Registration No.: 44,4B5 
(703) 652-3819 



Asbok K. Maimava 
RepstrationNo.: 45^01 
(703) 652-3822 

MANNAVA & KANG, P.C. 

S221 Old Cotuthoiuie Road 

Suite 104 

Vienna, VA 22182 

(703) 652-3820 

(703) 880-5270 (facsimile) 
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